be either a hero or a martyr for truth (not unlike Galileo Galilei a century earlier) Wolff needed less than two days to flee to Marburg.
Wolff had been involved in a conflict with the theology professors at the university. It is typical for the 18th century that freedom of expression was defined differently for philosophy and theology. At Harvard at this time academic freedom was explicitly acknowledged for philosophy but restricted for theology. 5 Ironically the Halle theologians were defending freedom, the freedom of choice. They maintained that Wolff left no room in his perfect rationalistic world system for individual freedom, although, it must be said, they did not attempt to expel him. Wolff, on the other hand, vehemently defended what he called the "freedom to philosophize," a term common at that time as the equivalent of our term "academic freedom." What he understood by academic freedom was freedom from authorities or freedom from outside coercion. This concept was not new. Three centuries earlier Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa had remarked, "This much I know: that I am led by the authority of no one."
6 That comment dated from the middle of the 15th century; in some quarters that understanding of authority dominant during the earlier High Middle Ages appears to have been forgotten.
Rightly enough Wolff argued (and this undeniable principle will remain fundamental throughout my article) that "I cannot be against truth." One should be free to judge truths according to one's own reason, not according to what anyone else has said. "And this is what the freedom to philosophize consists of: that in regard to judgments about truth one be led not by others but by oneself. For if one is required to hold something to be true because someone else says that it is true and if a proof is valid because another declares it to be convincing, then one is in slavery. One must let oneself be ordered to hold something to be true which one does not see as true and a proof to be convincing of which the convincing power is not felt by oneself." The key factor for Wolff was the alien authority of another: "And, accordingly, slavery in philosophizing consists in the subjection of one's own reason to the judgment of another, which comes down to basing one's endorsement upon the authority of another." 7 In our modern conception of academic freedom it is this freedom from external authorities which predominates. But if one goes back in history to the origins of philosophy one discovers that the original conception lay much deeper, to a point at least where respect for authorities cannot imply being against truth.
In regard to that conflict, Hans-Martin Gerlach, a professor of historical philosophy at the University of Halle until his dismissal after the collapse of the communist German Democratic Republic, who had been an influential academic during the final years of socialism in East Germany and surely not positively predisposed to theologians, supported the opinion of the pietistic theologians in Halle. 8 Wolffs impassioned and profuse self-defense made use of an interesting argument that, to the best of my knowledge, has so far been overlooked by historical scholarship. Appealing to the Catholic Church's treatment of Galileo Galilei a century earlier, he argued: "Thus I have never made pretense to more freedom to philosophize than what the Roman Church granted to the Copernican system, and with the system of preestablished harmony I have demanded no more right than what Galileo enjoyed."
9 What Wolff meant by his appeal to Galileo's case was that, whereas the authorities of the Enlightenment wanted to define thought, the Inquisition had wanted only to regulate speech.
This controversy involves four elements that will accompany us throughout the present article: authority, language, reason, and truth. The question of the nature of academic freedom comes down to seeing the relationship between those elements. The history of this relationship holds more than one surprise. In comparison with his own time Wolff may have considered Galileo's 17th century to have enjoyed more intellectual freedom than his own, but by comparison with earlier centuries Galileo's time represented a further reduction in academic freedom. In the 15th century it was still possible for Nicholas of Cusa without giving rise to any reaction on the part of the Church to teach that the universe is infinite and that the earth is not its middle point but is itself in motion. Wolffs case is certainly not unique in the Age of Enlightenment. I offer a brief look at two other famous philosophers of the Enlightenment.
Immanuel Kant and Frederick the Great
In Immanuel Kant we have the enlightened philosopher par excellence and in King Frederick the Great the enlightened king par excellence. In 1794 Kant received a written admonition from the Prussian king because of his teaching, published in On the Radical Evil in Human Nature, that man is by nature evil. The wording of the letter gives us a revealing taste of political authority in academic theological matters during the Enlightenment:
First, our gracious greetings, worthy, most learned, dear and loyal subject! Our most high person has for some time now observed with great displeasure how you misuse your philosophy to distort and disparage many of the principal and basic teachings of the Holy Scriptures and of Christianity. We expected better things of you, as you yourself must appreciate how irresponsibly you have acted against your duty as a teacher of youth and against our paternal purpose, with which you are very well acquainted. We demand that you give immediately a most conscientious account of yourself, and expect that in the future, to avoid our highest disfavor, you will be guilty of no such fault, but rather, in keeping with your duty, apply your reputation and your talents to the progressive realization of our paternal purpose; if not, then you must infallibly expect unpleasant measures for your continuing obstinacy.
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In this challenging affair Kant also proved himself to be no more a martyr for intellectual freedom than Galileo had been; he acquiesced completely, at least to all appearances, and responded: 'With regard to both points, I shall not fail to put before Your Majesty proof of my most submissive obedience, by the following declaration." Then he went on to demonstrate with examples how he had shown "great respect for Christianity in many ways." In regard to the future, he made the following declaration: "Regarding the second point-that I not be guilty in the future of any such (as I am charged) distortion and disparagement of Christianity-I believe the surest way, which will obviate the least suspicion, is for me to declare solemnly, as Your Regal Majesty's most loyal subject, that I will hereafter refrain altogether from public discourses on religion, in both lectures and writings, whether natural or revealed." With regard to the phrase "as Your Regal Majesty's most loyal subject," Kant later in 1798 shortly after the king's death in 1797 explained: "This expression, too, I chose carefully, so that I would not renounce my freedom to judge in this religious suit forever, but only as long as His Majesty was alive."
Johann Gottlieb Fichte's Dismissal from Jena
The dismissal of Fichte in 1799 from the University of Jena represents one of the infamous scandals of the Enlightenment. Jena was a citadel of academic freedom, Fichte the epitome of the enlightened philosopher. Under the influence of persons such as the liberal Johann Wolfgang Goethe (who also vehemently attacked Kant for the teaching to which we have just referred) Fichte was dismissed by the state for theological reasons, namely his alleged atheism. That, at any rate, was the public accusation. Fichte himself remained convinced that it was because he posed a threat to the state in that he was sympathetic toward democracy: "I have never believed that they were after my alleged atheism; they were pursuing the free thinker in me ... and an infamous democrat; it terrifies them like a ghost, the independence which my philosophy awakens, as they darkly suspect."
11 Be that as it may, the fact remains that theological questions played a role in all three conflicts of the nontheologians whom I have treated thus far. However, in these three cases it was not the church but the state that encroached upon academic freedom for theological reasons. It would be informative to look more closely into the manner in which Fichte's dismissal was treated by the state, but enough has been already indicated to reveal the dark side of academic freedom during the Enlightenment. The situation was quite different in the Middle Ages. At that time theology lay at the heart of academic freedom. Perhaps it may be concluded that the authorities wielding the force of theology prove to be more competent if they are themselves theologians.
In any case it would seem justifiable to maintain that the birthplace of academic freedom is not the Enlightenment. It might also be worth mentioning that at that time the U.S. offered no exception to such intolerance. For example, one could take the case of two students who were expelled from Yale University in 1744 because with their parents they attended church services of a rival Puritan denomination (the Separatists) while at home on vacation.
THE BIRTHPLACE OF ACADEMIC FREEDOM: MEDIEVAL CHRISTIANITY
In my opinion, it is not totally by chance that the first known mention of academic freedom in Western history occurs in an official document of a pope. In 1220 the young University of Bologna turned to the pope for support in a conflict it was waging with the local civic government. Pope Honorius III responded by repeatedly encouraging the university to defend its "scholastic freedom" (libertas scolastica) and to take extreme measures to resist the attempts of the city government to undermine the independence of academic life by requiring students to pledge an oath of allegiance to the city. It is important to note, furthermore, that the pope did not regard academic freedom as a privilege, that is, as a positive right bestowed either by himself or anyone else. To be sure, such privileges had been granted and gradually academic freedom came to encompass various privileges. But neither church nor state, nor a constitution, can grant academic freedom. And, in the case just mentioned, the pope justly presupposed its existence and value, as being grounded in the very nature of academic life, arising from within and not from without. He pleaded for its due recognition (similar to the way democratic constitutions today regard natural rights) by urging the students not to allow their "scholastic purity to be marred." It is no coincidence that not only the notion of academic freedom but also the idea of the institution of the university itself arose in the High Middle Ages, at a time when the Church enjoyed an extraordinary degree of influence upon European society and culture. Both the idea of the university and the idea of academic freedom can be called gifts of medieval Christianity to the modern world, albeit in a secularized form.
14 How important its freedom was to the medieval university community is farther attested by the fact that the University of Toulouse, the first university founded by a pope, vaunted in 1229 its extensive freedom, attempting to attract new scholars with the claim: "What then will you lack? Scholastic liberty? By no means, since here you can enjoy your own liberty tied to no one's apron strings.
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Above and beyond its primordial essence academic freedom gradually came to encompass various special rights, explicitly granted as legal privileges by the Church or secular authorities. Among the rights enjoyed by the early universities were privileges such as the right to strike. Classen refers to the right to suspend all lectures (in the case of the illegal arrest of a member of the University) granted to the University of Paris by Pope Gregory IX in 1231 as "the oldest guarantee of the right to strike by the highest authority of the Middle Ages, by the Pope."
15 In this case, incidently, the threat came not from the secular arm but from the bishop of Paris, who wanted to have the right to determine who should be allowed to teach at the university (as well as who should be suspended). In the statutes given by the pope on this 14 The same pattern holds true for the origin of universities in the U.S. "After the Revolution, and during the first decades of the 19th century, as the American college system emerged from the eastern states and spread through the South and West in the wake of settlement, it was the pattern begun by Yale and set by Princeton which was most emulated. In the early national period the work of founding and managing colleges remained primarily in the hands of the churches, and two main streams of influence can be discerned, one emanating from Yale and spreading into the Northwest and the other emanating from Princeton and spreading into the South and Southwest" (Richard Hofstadter, Academic Freedom 143-144 occasion there occurs for the first time the expression "curriculum reform" (reformatio studii). A few years earlier, in 1220, it was owing to the intervention of the French king that the university was able to defend its independence against the civic government, receiving on this occasion its first royal privileges. As a result every new provost of the Paris bishopric was required to swear a public oath that he would respect the independent rights of the university. Some further details might be helpful in conveying a picture of the extent of academic liberties in the earliest universities. At Bologna, for example, these liberties were enjoyed primarily by the students. Bologna has been called a student university by historians because of the hegemony of students as opposed to professors. As such it served as an archetype for some later medieval universities, while Paris served as the archetype for professor universities. At Bologna the professors had no vote in the assembly of the university at large. Each year the professors were voted into office by the students. They then were required to swear an oath of obedience to the rector, who was always himself a student and who oversaw a very strict disciplinary code. Cobban calls the whole system "severely democratic." 16 The rector secretly named four denunciators of the professors (denunciatores doctorum), a sort of secret police to watch over the professors. Actually, according to the statutes, all students were required to report misdemeanors of their teachers. Penalties were imposed, for example, if the teacher started his lecture one minute late or went beyond the set time. In this case, the students were required by statute to leave the lecture hall immediately. The matter of each course and the division into points (puncta) were agreed upon at the beginning of the semester. If a teacher failed to keep to the schedule, a fine was set. There was also a fine set for any teacher who tried to avoid a difficult question by postponing its treatment. If there were not at least five students at a professor's main lecture, he was considered absent and had to pay a set fine. If a professor wanted to leave the city for a few days, he had first to get permission from the students. When he departed, he was required to leave a deposit in order to guarantee his return. In fact, the professors had to deposit a determined amount in a local banker's account before the beginning of each semester to assure that their fines could be paid. If one's deposit ran out, he was expected to make a second deposit.
It was common for the students in the Middle Ages to be protected in regard to the amount of rent they paid. Overbidding was commonly forbidden. An interesting example occurred in Oxford in 1214. As punishment for the collective killing of a foreign student by citizens of the town in retaliation for a crime committed by a fellow countryman of his, the cardinal legate of the pope reduced all the rents for all student rooms to half of the estimated value and required the townspeople to pay a sum of money to poor students-a practice which continued until 1924.
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The term "universitas" is a further gift of medieval Christianity to the modern world, although in fact the term was not commonly used until the 14th and 15th century. The earlier term for it was "studium generale." The adjective "generalis" here did not mean that all sciences were present, but referred to the fact that such an institution possessed an attractiveness for scholars from all of Europe, superseding any national boundaries. On the other hand, a school attended only by local students, and hence regarded by this very fact as academically inferior, was called a "studium particulare." It was by their internationality, their catholicity, that the original universities, as distinct from other places of study, were defined. In other words, a university was a school defined by the boundaries of Christendom. An essential privilege of a recognized "studium generale" was the power to grant the right to teach everywhere. This "ius ubique docendi" formed the basis for the astounding mobility of both students and teachers in the Middle Ages, who moved with surprising freedom from university to university. For example, the Italian Thomas Aquinas spent his time as a student in Naples, Paris, Cologne, and then once more in Paris; his teaching career brought him from Paris to various cities in Italy, then back to Paris, and finally once more to Naples. Freedom of movement was characteristic not only of the teachers and students; even the universities themselves as institutions enjoyed the right of free movement. Indeed, this was valued as one of the most important rights possessed by a university. It could be said that university life was supranational, although applying the term to denote medieval catholicity would actually be anachronistic. During the first two centuries of universities the idea of a national university was quite unthinkable. A university then could not be associated with any particular nation. The term "nation" was employed not to indicate an entity outside the university, but to define the inner structure of the university itself, being more important as a structural principle than the faculties (another term that we have inherited from the Middle Ages). A student who pledged allegiance, say, to the city administration of Bologna immediately lost his membership in the university. One could say that at the time of the origins of the university national patriotism and academic freedom were strictly incompatible with one another. Patriotism was considered a violation of academic freedom. When the nation later became the principle for the foundation of states, having ceased to be the principle of the internal organization of the universities, the universities themselves became provincial, at the cost of a noteworthy loss of standing.
The establishment of national universities went hand in hand with the reduction of academic freedom. In 1425, when for the first time in the history of universities in Germany, state authorities tried to exert influence upon the curriculum of the University of Cologne (with the laudable intention, to be sure, of preserving academic peace), hoping to have the teachings of Thomas Aquinas and Albert the Great banned in favor of Nominalism, the university still retained enough of its medieval independence to demand in response that it be left alone in its primordial freedom (in nostra primitiva libértate). However, it took only a few years until King Louis XI of France in 1471 succeeded in drastically reducing the academic freedom of the University of Paris, going as far as to forbid not just something like the possibility of a foreigner being rector, but even certain theological positions (in this case it was Nominalism that was condemned, the same teaching that the secular arm in Germany had tried to make a curricular requirement). Briefly put, there is good reason for Conrad Russell's analysis: 'The standards of the University degree, and many other things also, can only ever be defended effectively if they are recognized as purely academic matters, in which the State can have no legitimate say. It is only by defending a medieval liberty, a sphere of academic freedom in which the State does not enter, that academic freedom in a Millite sense can ever be effectively defended."
18 No doubt the Church can be an opponent of academic freedom, but it is no less true that it can provide a protective canopy for freedom without betraying either the university or the Church itself.
There were also more essential aspects of academic freedom prevalent in the burgeoning medieval university. These prompted John Henry Newman in 1855 to offer his well-known evaluation: This is the very age of Universities; it is the classical period of the schoolmen; it is the splendid and palmary instance of the wise policy and large liberality of the Church, as regards philosophical inquiry. If there ever was a time when the intellect went wild, and had a licentious revel, it was at the date I speak of. When was there ever a more curious, more meddling, bolder, keener, more penetrating, more rationalistic exercise of the reason than at that time? What class of questions did that subtle, metaphysical spirit not scrutinize? What premise was allowed without examination? What principle was not traced to its first origin, and exhibited in its most naked shape? What whole was not analyzed? The roots of the university, like the roots of academic freedom, are entwined with church history. The original students were mostly clerics, their teachers usually priests. From the viewpoint of the historian, the question that presents itself is not so much "How can a university be Christian, or Catholic?" It is rather "How did the university become non-Christian?"
RELIGIOUS THINKING AS PARADIGM OF FREEDOM OF THOUGHT
Thinking about God is older than Christianity, and thus freedom of thought is older than the university and its academic freedom. In spite of the innovations introduced in the 13th century, it certainly cannot be claimed that academic freedom originates essentially with the birth of the university during the Middle Ages. Academic freedom is older, and its roots he deeper. Freedom of thought is, so to speak, the soul and life-source of academic freedom, which in turn is the embodiment of freedom of thought, namely its institutional form.
As the young university emerged, it adopted, albeit not without opposition, and developed the classical Aristotelian notion of freedom of science, not to mention the very notion of science itself. Aristotle recognized that freedom is an intrinsic characteristic of the pursuit and 20 Peter Classen, Studium und Gesellschaft 195. 21 Conrad Russell, Academic Freedom 2. 22 Richard Hofstadter, Academic Freedom 121-122. attainment of truth. Truth, sought for its own sake and for no further reason, is by its very nature free, independent, and self-determinative. Intellectual freedom, as understood by Aristotle, means freedom from any further end. The pursuit of truth as an end in itself, beyond any practical relevance, is intrinsically free. The practical relevance of education runs counter to its intellectual freedom.
The classical expression of freedom of thought was formulated by Aristotle at the beginning of his Metaphysics. There he explained that the most liberal knowledge is the knowledge of ultimates, which he called "theologia," a term, like "sciential taken over from Aristotle by the medieval Scholastics. Related terms such as "scholastic" and "liberal arts" also have their source in the Christian assimilation of Greek thought at that time. The Greek word "schole" originally meant "leisure," leisure for the pursuit of truth for its own sake, as Josef Pieper pointed out in his classical defense of academic freedom. Theology for Aristotle was the paradigm of free thought. And what he meant by free was not the negative freedom from extrinsic authorities, but the positive freedom from any further end. In this context freedom means self-determination. About theology he wrote: "Evidently then we do not seek it for the sake of any other advantage; but as the man is free, we say, who exists for his own sake and not for another's, so we pursue this as the only free science, for it alone exists for its own sake."
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Freedom is thus more than the absence of coercion; it is a positive, motivating force. Not usefulness, but rather wonder is the motivating force for the pursuit of theological knowledge.... That it is not a science of production is clear even from the history of the earliest philosophers. For it is owing to their wonder that men both now begin and at first began to philosophize; they wondered originally at the obvious difficulties, then advanced little by little and stated difficulties about the greater matters, e.g., about the phenomena of the moon and those of the sun and of the stars, and about the genesis of the universe. And a man who is puzzled and wonders thinks himself ignorant... ; therefore since they philosophized in order to escape from ignorance, evidently they were pursuing science in order to know, and not for any utilitarian end. . .. All the other sciences, to be sure, are more necessary than this, but none is better.
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That for the Greeks the purest theoretical life did not exclude religious practice is evidenced by the fact that the original academic com-23 Aristotle, Metaphysics 1.2; English translation from A New Aristotle Reader, ed. J. L. Ackrill (Princeton: Princeton University, 1987) 259. "Hence the possession of it might be justly regarded as beyond human power. .. . Nor should any other science be thought more honourable than one of this sort. For the most divine science is also most honourable; and this science alone is, in two ways, most divine. For the science which it would be most meet for God to have is a divine science, and so is any science that deals with divine objects; and this science alone has both these qualities; for God is thought to be among the causes of all things and to be a first principle, and such a science either God alone can have, or God above all others" (ibid. 
From this medieval conceptualization arises our notion of abstraction. Based on this, Aquinas defined theology by reason of its point of view (modus considerandi). Theology was understood as looking upon reality from the viewpoint of the act of Being.
26 Apprehending something as real, that is, with explicit reference to reality, as opposed for example to imagination, is what is called truth. Furthermore, Aquinas integrated the act of believing into this conception, for he explained the necessity of believing by appealing to that kind of wonder that arises from the awareness of reality as such.
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If these thoughts currently possess any degree of validity, it would seem not unreasonable to draw the conclusion that a liberal education does not take place solely in theology, nor does it take place in every part of theology. Nonetheless, theological studies can provide a certain guarantee of the presence of liberal thought in the university. I would maintain that no other intellectual endeavor is better predisposed for this role, especially because of the Christian identification of God with truth itself, which amounts to valuing truth as absolute and universal. This holds true only to a certain point, since theology is undoubtedly susceptible to being turned to practical purposes. Disciplines such as philosophy, especially metaphysics, and theoretical physics seem bet-ter protected against such reversals, since their theoretical character is less frequently challenged. Still, where true theology is included in academic life, that is, where truth is being pursued most purely for its own sake, freedom of thought is present. There are, to be sure, not only liberal sciences, but also a liberal dimension for the study of any science. In a certain sense, 'Vocational training" is contrary to freedom of thought, even though the two are not so foreign to one another that they cannot coexist. Vocational training at a university could include the seeking of truth for its own sake and not just for its utility. The attitude one has toward truth determines more than just the intellectual life. It also determines the moral life. In other words, a liberal education, the awesome quest for truth for no other reason but to know it, is not a merely academic matter since it affects the whole person. Character is essentially shaped by one's attitude toward truth. Moreover, there exists a fundamental dependence of freedom upon truth. As Christians express it, "The truth will set you free" (John 8:32).
In his encyclical letter Veritatis splendor Pope John Paul II recently confronted this inherent dependence of freedom upon the adherence to truth with what he calls a contemporary "crisis of truth." As he puts it:
Certain currents of modern thought have gone so far as to "exalt freedom to such an extent that it becomes an absolute, which would then be the source of values/ This is the direction taken by doctrines which have lost the sense of the transcendent or which are explicitly atheist.... Once the idea of a universal truth about the good, knowable by human reason, is lost, inevitably the notion of conscience also changes The individual conscience is accorded the status of a supreme tribunal of moral judgment which hands down categorical and infallible decisions about good and evil. To the affirmation that one has a duty to follow one's conscience is unduly added the affirmation that one's moral judgment is true merely by the fact that it has its origin in the conscience. But in this way the inescapable claims of truth disappear, yielding their place to a criterion of sincerity, authenticity and 'being at peace with oneself,' so much so that some have come to adopt a radically subjectivistic conception of moral judgment. 30 For "when someone does not know beforehand the doubt, the solution of which marks the goal of his search, then he cannot know when he has found the truth which he is seeking."
31 Aquinas compared the learning situation with loosening something bound. Persons not acquainted with the fetter of reason will not recognize when the fetter has been loosened. 32 As long as students 28 Veritatis splendor no. 32. "Conscience is no longer considered in its primordial reality as an act of a person's intelligence, the function of which is to apply the universal knowledge of the good in a specific situation and thus to express a judgment about the right conduct to be chosen here and now. Instead, there is a tendency to grant to the individual conscience the prerogative of independently determining the criteria of good and evil and then acting accordingly. Such an outlook is quite congenial to an individualist ethic, wherein each individual is faced with his own truth, different from the truth of others. Taken to its extreme consequences, this individualism leads to a denial of the very idea of human nature" (ibid. The study of truth is a consequence of the solving of a previous doubt. In the case of a binding on one's body, it is clear that the binding cannot be loosened as long as it is not known. Doubt regarding a question is related to the mind as a physical binding is related to the body and exhibits the same effect. The more someone doubts, the more there appears a resemblance to those who are tightly bound. For just as someone whose feet are chained is unable to move forward in a bodily sense, so is someone who doubts, his mind being, so to speak, bound, unable to move forward on the path of knowledge. Hence, just as someone who wants to loosen a binding on his body must first examine the binding and see how it binds, so also must anyone desiring to solve a doubt first study all the pertinent difficulties and their causes" (ibid. n. 2; translation mine).
remain satisfied that they are in possession of truth and are not animated by questions, they will hardly be motivated to commence a search for truth.
The mature form of this method as represented in the "quaestio disputata" is preceded by Peter Abelard's (1079-1142) conception in his programmatical work Sic et non, in which the teachings of faith authorities are ordered in such a way as to arouse (excitant) and provoke (provocent) young (or "tender") students by methodically demonstrating that the authorities invariably lead to contradictions. Consult the traditional authorities of faith to find the answer to a question, and you get the answer "yes and no (sic et non)" The purpose of the ensuing perplexity is to leave the readers with no alternative but to have recourse to their own reason. Abelard's intention was, as he explained, to excite the students to search out the truth of the matter, and render students sharper for their investigation. For the first key to wisdom is called interrogation, diligent and unceasing. By doubting we are led to inquiry; from inquiry we perceive the truth. Abelard, one of the founding fathers of the idea of a university, deliberately employed logic in order to push the teaching of revelation to the status of a free intellectual enquiry. To arouse the desired doubt, he employed authorities. This is not freedom from authorities but freedom through authorities. Ironically, the "fetters" of theological dogmatics prove in truth to be an emancipative force. To every question Peter Abelard grouped the teachings of the faith authorities into two sides, pro and con. Then, unlike the disputed questions, he simply terminated his presentation, offering no solution to the ensuing contradictions, but instead, having maneuvered the readers into a state of perplexity, simply abandoned them.
The more developed method required by the later Scholastic "quaestio disputata" demanded that the first thing one does when dealing with a question is to present the presumably false opinions of opponents and to do this as convincingly and understandably as possible, even going as far as to cite biblical arguments in favor of blatantly false opinions. In order to gain intellectual freedom of judgment, one is required to identify with falsehood. Even beginning students were confronted from the start with this method, as can be seen in Thomas Aquinas's surprising decision to structure his introductory Summa theologiae as a collection of small "quaestiones disputatae."
Intellectual intolerance would be less likely if the well-defined form of the "quaestio disputata" were to be reintroduced into academic life today. That may be too much to expect, but tolerance, in the authentic sense of a virtue and not just in the sense of indifference, demands nonetheless that the polemicist presume that an opponent's position be at the very least understandable. It would certainly be an improvement if an unwritten law were generally accepted requiring that everyone present plausible arguments in favor of a rejected position prior to criticizing it. This entails more than mere dialogue, that is, more than mere exchange of opinions.
AUTHORITY AND REASON
A key word in the self-understanding of academic freedom, no less in the Middle Ages than today, is "authority." The question about the relationship between authority and reason brings us to an idea that is truly difficult for us to understand today because it is so foreign to the modern mentality. The medieval conception was expressed in the wellknown depiction of someone standing on the shoulders of others; authorities of the past were viewed as giants and thinkers of the present as dwarfs. 33 It is, of course, a picture of self-effacement, but progress was not excluded, for this self-portrait concluded by remarking that the dwarfs are sitting on the shoulders of the giants and hence are able to see farther than they.
The medieval theologians turned the question of authority and reason into a problem of hermeneutics, that is, they made it into a question on how to interpret texts, especially authoritative, binding texts. Furthermore, the question here under consideration can be seen most clearly by viewing a religious text, especially the Bible, unquestionably the highest authority in the Middle Ages. Whereas it is commonly known that according to medieval hermeneutics a biblical text can have several meanings, the primary one being the literal, while the others are grouped together as spiritual meanings, Aquinas went beyond this by declaring that even the literal meaning of a biblical text can have several different meanings. To be exact, he insisted that it must always be held open for a number of meanings. He argued that "it is part of the dignity of Holy Scripture that a plurality of meanings is contained under one and the same letter, 38 so that it thus harmonizes with different understandings of the human readers. Thus, each one is astonished to find in divine Scripture the very truth that he has conceived in his own mind. And hence, it is easy to defend the faith against infidels in that, when someone finds a teaching in Scripture which appears to be false, recourse can simply be taken to another meaning." has only one specific meaning must always be avoided. Revelation teaches many truths, but there is no such thing for him as the true teaching of faith. Second, the meaning that one attributes to the text must be a truth in its own right. And, third, this meaning must respect the wording of the text. Consequently, what the human author of the text originally had in mind is not decisive for this hermeneutics; truth is decisive. As Aquinas put it, a Hence, even if the expositors of Sacred Scripture fit certain truths to the wording of the text which the human author did not intend, there can be no doubt that it was in the thought of the Holy Spirit, who is the principal author of Sacred Scripture. Therefore, every truth that can be adapted (aptari) to divine Scripture, without doing violence to the wording (salva litterae circumstantia), is its meaning." 40 To the objection that this seems to imply the possibility that the spiritual meanings could contain true meanings has been eliminated, Aquinas replied that the spiritual meanings pertain, not to meanings of the text, but to true meanings of the meanings of the text. In other words, he maintained that the realities referred to in the literal meanings of the text may themselves in turn refer to further realities. 41 Accordingly, a metaphorical meaning is to be regarded as a literal meaning.
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In this kind of hermeneutics, reason is granted the legitimation to be more than just a tool of theology for systematizing truths derived from revelation. In other words, reason is elevated to a genuine source of theological truth in its own right. Meister Eckhart succinctly articulated the relationship of truth to truths when he wrote, "Since therefore the literal sense is that which the author of the writing intended and the author of Holy Scripture is God, hence every meaning which is true is a literal meaning. For it is clear that every single truth (omne verum) originates from truth itself (ab ipsa ventate), is contained in it, is derived from it and is meant by it." 43 Truth, therefore, is the key. Not truths (i.e. individual truths), but rather the truth makes us free. This kind of hermeneutics is exactly the opposite of religious fundamentalism, for it uncompromisingly allows reason to come into full play, while acknowledging nonetheless the binding infallibility of the biblical text. For how can truth be more highly esteemed than by identifying it with God? No wonder then that truth becomes an absolute within the university. What better way could there be to ground and motivate the search for truth which is the vital principle of academic life?
This kind of hermeneutics represents a pure form of the hermeneutical "circle" as understood by Martin Heidegger. The process of understanding a text involves for him more than simply a circle between the author and the interpreter; "the circle of understanding ... is the ex-40 Ibid. 41 See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 1, q. 1, a. 10c. 42 Ibid, ad 3. 43 Meister Eckhart, Liber parab. Gen. n. 2 (LW I 449).
